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I. Real Party in Interest (37 CFR 4L37(c)((l)(i)) 

The real party in interest 3s Sun Microsystems, Inc. 

IL Related appeals and interferences (37 CFR 4137(c)(1)(H)) 

There are no related appeals, interferences or judicial proceedings, except that related 
application no. 09/471,072 (identified in the specification as filed as an application "entitled 
'MECHANISM FOR AUTOMATIC SYNCHRONIZATION OF SCRIPTING VARIABLES' 
attorney docket number SUN1P254/P4195") was appealed and an appeal brief filed, but the 
application was allowed prior to the appeal being forwarded to the Board. 

m. Status of Claims (37 CFR 4137(c)(1) (iU)) 

The status of the claims in this application is as follows: 
Claims 1-25: cancelled. 
Claims 26-4 1 : rej ected. 
Claim 42: cancelled. 
The claims whose rejection is being appealed are Claims 26-41 , 

IV. Status of Amendments (37 CFR 41.37(c)(l)(iv)) 

The Examiner has indicated, in the Advisory Action mailed November 10, 2004, that the 
amendments made after final rejection would be entered for the purposes of appeal. 

That said, while claim 42 was cancelled in the response filed after final rejection, the 
Examiner has indicated in the Advisory Action that claims 26-42 would stand rejected for the 
purposes of appeal. Notwithstanding this statement, it is assumed that the cancellation of claim 
42 would be entered for the purposes of appeal. 

V. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter (37 CFR 4l.37(c)(l)(v)) 

Applicant provides herewith a concise explanation of the subject matter defined in each 
of the independent claims involved in this appeal. This explanation is intended as a guide in 
distinguishing the subject matter recited in the claims from the cited reference, and it is not 
intended to itself limit or otherwise affect the scope of the claims in any way. 

Claim 26 

Claim 26 is directed to a method of processing a custom action tag in a Web Page to 
provide a tag library extension that can be used to implement a tag library supporting multiple 
scripting languages. As discussed at page 12, lines 9-1 0 (all citations are to the specification as 
filed, and not to the substitute specification), "a tag extension mechanism is a specialized sub- 
language that enables the addition of new or custom actions . . ." 

SUN1P253/P4194 2 09/467,387 
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Furthermore, at page 12, lines 14-16, it is discussed that "The tag extension mechanism 
of the present invention can be used ftom JSP pages written using any valid scripting language, 
although the mechanism itself only assumes a Java Run Time environment." Figure 6 illustrates 
an example of a tag library, including a doStartO method, a doBodyO method and a doEndO 
method for a custom action. 

At page 14, lines 5-6, it is discussed that: "As shown in Figure 6, the code of Figure 4 can 
be translated using the present invention into Java code, without using a closure.'* Figure 4, on 
the other hand, illustrates how a tag can be translated (undesirably) into a closure. See page 5, 
line 7. That is, as discussed at page 5 S lines 19, "A closure is difficult to create, however, since it 
is difficult to provide the requisite context In fact, the Java programming language does not 
support the use of closures." 

Significantly, claim 26 recites a method for processing a custom action tag where, rather 
than creating a complex "closure" abstraction, the evaluation of the body is ei in-lined." See page 
13, lines 20-21. 

With that as background, we now turn to Figure 5. Figure 5 illustrates an example of the 
method recited in claim 26, to process a custom action tag. For example, still referring to Figure 
5, the tag-handler object represents a run-time representation of a custom action tag- 

In Figure 5, the do-start method is tdoStartO; the do-body method is f-doBodyO; and the 
do-end method is f.doEndO- 

Claim 26 recites, in part: 

wherein said do-staxt method determines: 

whether the custom action tag has a body, and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method 
determines that said custom action tag has a body; 
Referring still to Figure 5, the fdoStartQ method processes the start tag and determines if there is 
a body and whether there is a need to process the body (result 6l b"). 
Claim 26 further recites: 

invoking said do-body method of said tag-handler object when said 
invoking of said do-start method determines that there is a need to process said 
body of said custom action tag; 

processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, said body 
of said custom action tag, to translate said body from a first scripting language to 
platform independent code that can be executed to perform actions intended by 
said custom action tag; 

determining by said do-body method of said tag-handler object whether 
further processing is required to translate the body from a first scripting language 
to platform independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended 
by said custom action tag when said processing has been performed by said do- 
body method of said tag-handler object, 

repeating said processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler 
object, when said do-body method of said tag-*andler object determines that 
further processing is required; and 
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invoking said do-end method of said tag-handler object when said do-body 
method determines that no further processing is required, wherein said do-end 
method processes said end-tag of said custom action tag- 
Figure 6 illustrates both invoking the do-body method, and the processing of the do-body 
method, at tdoBodyQ* The result "b" of b=f.doBodyO hi Figure 6 indicates a determination of 
whether further processing is required, and "if (b) goto repeat" in Figure 6 corresponds to the 
step of repeating do-body method processing, recited in claim 26. Finally, £doEnd() ^ Figure 6 
corresponds to the recitation of "invoking said do-end method." 

Claity_35 

Claim 35 is directed to a computer readable media The computer readable media 
includes computer program code for processing a custom action tag in a Web Page to provide a 
tag library extension that can be used to implement a tag library supporting multiple scripting 
languages. Given the similarities of claim 35 to claim 26, a separate concise explanation 
specifically directed to claim 35 is not provided. Rather, Applicant incorporates the concise 
explanation provided above regarding claim 26, 



Claim 40 

Claim 40 is directed to a computer system. The computer system includes computer 
program code capable of processing a custom action tag in a Web Page to provide a tag library 
extension that can be used to implement a tag library supporting multiple scripting languages. 
Given the similarities of claim 40 to claim 26 5 a separate concise explanation specifically 
directed to claim 40 is not provided. Rather, Applicant incorporates the concise explanation 
provided above regarding claim 26. 

VI. Grounds of Rej ection (37 CFR 41^7(c)(l)(vi)) 

There is only One ground of rejection- Specifically, claims 26-42 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Ale Fedorov, et aL, "Professional Active Server Pages 
2.0," 1998, Wrox Press Ltd (hereinafter [Fedorov98]. 

As discussed above in "Status of Amendments," it is assumed for the purpose of this 
appeal that claim 42 has been cancelled- 

Argument (37 CFR 4l.37(c)(l)(vii)) 

Summary of Argument 

For a reference to anticipate the subject matter of a claim, the reference must disclose 
each and every feature recited in that claim. Applicant contends that [Fedorov98] does not 
disclose each and every feature recited in the rejected claims. (Ground 1) 

Furthermore, Applicant contends that the Examiner has not even met the burden (37 CFR 
1.104(c)(2)) of pointing out the particular parts of [Fedorov9S] relied upon in rejecting the 
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claims. The Examiner's reliance on broad potions of [Fedorov98], particularly where the same 
broad portion is applied against multiple claim elements, does not give sufficient notice of how 
the Examiner is applying the reference in finding the recited subject matter to be anticipated- 
(Ground 2) 

A. Ground J: Failure to Disclose Each and Every Feature 
Independent Claim 26 
Applicant respectfully contends that, as the rejection is best understood by Applicant (i.e., 
subject to the "Request for Clarification 9 ' made by Applicant, and rejected by the Examiner as 
inapplicable), [Fedorov98] fails to disclose each and every feature recited in Applicant's claim 
26. 

Thus, [Fedorov98] does not anticipate Applicant's claim 26. Applicant's contentions are 
discussed in detail below. 

A. Do-Start Method 
The Examiner contends that an AppIication_onStart event handler or a Session_onStart 
event handler corresponds to the do-start method recited in claim 26 as being included in a tag- 

hander object. The Examiner cites to [Fedorov98] as follows: 

see, for example, "Application Event Handlers 5 ' on pp. 132-133, "Session Event 

Handlers'* and "Session Variables" on pp. 138-139, and "Application and Session 

Events" on pp. 328-329)" 
With regard to the feature of "invoking said do-start method . . . " the Examiner's citations axe 
the same, except that, for the recitation of what the do-start method determines 

whether the custom action tag has a body 

and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method determines that 

said custom action tag has a body (emphasis added) 
the Examiner cites as follows: "see, for example, Applications, Sessions and State* on pp. 
325-341." 

With regard to pp. 132-133 and pp. 138-139, these pages clearly do not disclose that the 
onStart handlers (Application_onStart and Session_onStart) make the determinations recited in 
claim 26. Rather, these pages disclose only "Insert script to be executed when the application 
starts" (for Application_on_Start) and "Insert script to be executed when a session starts" (for 
Session_onStart). 

In addition, pages 328-329 disclose that the onStart events are used to initialize state. 
There is no disclosure in this cited portion of [Fedorov98] r>f determining whether there is a body 
and whether there is a need to process the body . Specifically, this section discloses the following 
with respect to the Application_onStart and Session_onStart events; 

Both of these events are used to initialize state, by setting up variables that are global for 
the application or for a specific user. When the first user accesses a file in our 
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application, the Application_onStart event is triggered. This is used to initialize any 
application-wide global variables* When the user begins a session for the first time, the 
Session on Start event is triggered. This is used to initialize user-specific information, 

The power of the Session object comes from the fact that it can store variables that are 
global to just that specific user, and so each user can have their own individual value for 
that variable- Session objects aren't always created automatically for every user when 
they enter our application. However, storing or accessing a variable in the Session object 
will create it, and fire the Ses$ion_onStart event We can force to sessions to always be 
created as soon as a visitor enters our application by writing code in global, asa to 
respond to this event 

We note that firing the Session_onStart event when a variable in the Session object is created, 
based on storing or accessing the variable, is not the same as determining whether there is a body 
and whether there is a need to process the bodv> 

This leaves pp. 325-341, generically, of [Fedorov98] as the sole remaining possible cited 
source for disclosing the determinations recited in claim 26 as being carried out by the do_start 
method (i.e. ? whether there is a body and whether there is a need to process the bodyV That is, 
we have specifically distinguished the disclosure at pp. 132-133, pp. 138-139, and pp. 328-329; 
and the Examiner cites pp. 325-341 generally as support for the contention that [Fedorov98] 
discloses the determining steps of the do-start method. 

Applicant has made a good faith attempt to find a disclosure of the Application_onStart 
and Session_onStart handler making the determinations recited in claim 26. Besides a general 
disclosure that the onStart handlers are uses to initialize variables, the only other disclosure 
within pp. 325-341 that Applicant can find of processing within an onStart handler is at pages 
334 and 336. 

The disclosure at pages 334 and 336 disclose creating an instance of an object if one does 
not already exist. For example, at page 334, there is the following code section disclosed as 
being part of a SessionjmStart routine: 

If IsEmpt^ApplicationC'ObjecfO) Then 

Set Application C'Object") = Server. CreateObject C'^obaLconnection") 
Application ("ObjectCount") - 0 

End If 

At page 336, there is a similar code section: 

If IsEmpty(Application( 4< myI>ata M )) Then 

Application ("myData") =strTheValue 

End If 

Neither of these disclosures of onStart bander processing disclose determining whether there is a 
body and whether there is a need to process the body . 

B, Do-Bodv Method 

The Examiner also contends that [Fedorov98] discloses do-body method processing "to 
translate said body from a first scripting language to platform independent code that can be 
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executed to perform actions intended by said custom tag." The Examiner specifically refers 
to " 'The Response Object 5 on pp. 113-125 and "The Server Object* on pp. 125-131'0- 
Applicant can find no disclosure of this recited do-body method processing in the cited portions 
of [Fedorov98]. 

In particular, there is no disclosure in the cited portions of [Fedorov98] (as best 
understood by Applicant, without the benefit of a more specific contention by the Examiner, 
requested and refused) of a "body" of a custom action tag (i.e., wherein "said custom action tag 
further capable of having a body between said start-tag and said end-tag") being translated from 
a first scripting language to platform independent code. 

In feet, the Examiner has not even pointed out where the cited portions of [Fedorov98] 
are contended to disclose a "body" (again, between a start-tag and an end-tag) at all, and 
Applicant respectfully contends that the cited portions of [Fedorov98] do not include such a 
disclosure. 

Furthermore, there is no disclosure in the cited portions of [Fedorov98] (again, as best 
understood by Applicant) of "determining by said do-body method of said tag-handler object 
whether further processing is required to translate the body from a first scripting language to 
platform independent code * . 

Independent Clan " 35 

Applicant has specifically pointed out several features recited in claim 26 that are not 
present in the cited portions of [Fedorov98]. With respect to claim 35, similar features are 
recited in that claim. Thus, in distinguishing the recitations of claim 35 from the cited portions of 
[Fedorov98], Applicant incorporates the contentions made above to distinguish the features of 
claim 26 from the cited portions of [Fedorov98] , 

Independent f^aim 40 
Applicant has specifically pointed out several features recited in claim 26 that are not 
present in the cited portions of [Fedoiov98]. With respect to claim 40, similar features are 
recited in that claim. Thus, in distinguishing the recitations of claim 40 from the cited portions of 
[Fedorov98], Applicant incorporates the contentions made above to distinguish the features of 
claim 26 from the cited portions of [Fedorov98]. 

Dependent Claim_32 

Claim 32 depends from claim 31, and further recites that the do-end method "facilitates 
cleanup and update of said context page; and determin es whether further processing is required 
for another custom action tag ." 

The Examiner contends that the disclosure of "Scripting Objects" (at pp. 147-170 of 
[Fedorov98]) discloses "facilitates cleanup and update of said context page" and the disclosure 
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of "The Response Object" (at pp. 1 13-125 of [Fedorov98] discloses "determines whether further 
processing is required for another custom action tag," 

With regard to "The Response Object," the Examiner cited these same pages as generally 
disclosing the "do-end method," At pp. 1 13-125, the "Response Object" is disclosed* for 
example, as "Whereas the Request object is totally concerned with what is coming to our server 
from the browser, the Response object, not surprisingly, handles all the stuff we want to send 
back to it," [Fedorov98], p. 1 13. At p. 1 14, it is described that the "Response Object implements 
a single collection, cookies, five properties, and eight methods." 

None of the cookies, properties or methods are described as "determines whether further 
processing is required for another custom action tag." 

Specifically at page 1 15, the "interface elements" of the Response Object are 
characterized into six groups, none of which are concerned with "determines whether further 
processing is required for another custom action tag." The six groups listed on page 115 are: 

1 . Inserting information into a page. 

2. Sending cookies to the browser. 

3 . Redirecting the browser. 

4. Buffering the page as it is created 

5. Setting the properties of a page. 

6. Checking the client connection. 

Thus, as best understood by Applicant, the disclosure of the "Response Object" does not meet 
the recitation of a do-end method "determines whether further processing is required for another 
custom action tag." 

Dependent Claim 33 

Dependent claim 33 recites that the "do-body" method comprises "a do-init-body method 
that operates to initialize and pre-process a body-evaluation object that provides an abstraction 
from a scripting language used to implement said custom action tag." Dependent claim 33 
further recites that the "do-body" method comprises "a do-after-body method that operates to 
evaluate said body-evaluation object at least once to translate the body from a first scripting 
language to platform independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended by 
said custom action tag." 

For each of these elements, the Examiner again generically cites to "The Response 
Object" on pp. 1 13-125. As discussed above with respect to dependent claim 32, the "Interface 
Elements" of the Response Object are characterized into six groups. None of these groups 
appear to Applicant to be concerned with "operates to initialize and pre-process a body 
evaluation object . . ." or "operates to evaluate said body-evaluation object at least once to 
translate the body from a first scripting language to platform-independent code . . ." 
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Thus, as best understood by Applicant, the disclosure of the "Response Object" does not 
meet the recitation set forth in claim 33. 

Summary (Failure to Disclose each and every Feature) 
For the reasons discussed above in detail, the [Fedorov9S] reference foils to disclose each 
and every element of the claims specifically discussed above. For at least this reason, the 
Examiner's anticipation rejection is improper and should be overturned. 

B« Ground 2: Examiner hasNot Clearly Explained Pertinence of Reference 

The Examiner has not followed the requirement of 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2) which requires, in 
part, "When a reference is complex or shows or describes inventions other than that claimed by 
the applicant, the particular part relied on must be designated as nearly as practicable. The 
pertinence of each reference, if not apparent, must be clearly explained and each rejected claim 
specified." (emphasis added) In the final office action (as well as in the initial office action), the 
pertinence of the cited [Fedorov98] reference is clearly not apparent and, thus, the Examiner has 
not made a proper rejection. What a detailed designation, Applicant is not on notice or to what is 
the rejection. 

For some of the features, the Examiner cites to portions of [Fedorov9S] that are up to 
seventeen pages, without particularly citing where these portions allegedly disclose a particular 
feature* Furthermore, the same large portions of the [Fedorov98] reference are applied to 
multiple distinct claim features, without particularly pointing out which specific part of the 
portion applies to one distinct feature and which other specific part of the portion applies to 
another distinct feature. 

Independent Claim 26 

For example, the Examiner contends that pages 325-341 (seventeen pages) of 

[Fedorov98] discloses: 

wherein said do-start method determines 

whether the custom action tag has a body, and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method 
determines that said custom action tag has a body. 
The Examiner similarly points to the same (seventeen page) portion of [Fedorov98] for the 
alleged disclosure of: 

invoking said do-start method of said tag-handler object when invoking of 
said do-start method determines there is a need to process said body of said 
custom action tag. 

The Examiner also contends that both a thirteen page portion (pages 1 1 3-1 25) and a seven page 

portion (pages 125-13 1) of [Fedorov98] discloses the three features of; 

processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, said body 
of said custom action tag, to translate said body from a first scripting language to 
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platform independent code that can be executed to perform actions intended by 
said custom action tag, 

determining by said do-body method of said tag-handler object whether 
further processing is required to translate the body from a fixst scripting language 
to platform independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended 
by said custom action tag when said processing has been performed by said do- 
body method of said tag-handler object, 

and 

repeating said processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler 
object, when said do-body method of said tag-handler object determines that 
further processing is required. 

It can be thus seen that the Examiner's allegations with respect to claim 26 are insufficient to 
meet the Examiner, burden 

Independent Claim 35 

The allegations against independent claim 26 are incorporated by the Examiner in 
rejecting independent claim 35. Thus, Applicant incorporates the arguments set forth above with 
respect to claim 26 in refutation of the rejection of claim 35. 

Independent Claim 40 

The allegations against independent claim 26 are incorporated by the Examiner in 
rejecting independent claim 40. Thus, Applicant incorporates the arguments set forth above with 
respect to claim 26 in refutation of the rejection of claim 40. 

Dependent Claims 27, 28. 29 and 31 

The Examiner's allegations relative to others of the claims are similarly deficient to meet 
the Examiner's burden. As just some examples, the features recited in claim 27 are alleged to 
also be disclosed at pages 1 13-125 of [Fedorov98], as are the features recited in claims 28 ? 29 
(also citing the twenty four page portion of [Fedorov98] from pages 147-170) and 30 (also citing 
pages 147-170). The features recited in claim 3 1 are alleged to be disclosed at the twenty four 
page portion at pages 147-170 also. 

Without specifically listing the number of pages recited against the features of each 
claim, it can be seen from the Office Action that multiple pages of the [Fedorov98] disclosure 
are cited against each of the claims, with many of these multiple page citations being 
simultaneously cited against multiple ones of the features. 

C, Snfflmarv (Examiner has Not Clearly Explained Pertinence of Reference) 

Admittedly, the CFR section that requires the Examiner to cite a particular part of a 
reference "as nearly as practicable," and to clearly explain how that particular part of the 
reference applies to a specific claim, does not specify how to determine that a Reference is 
complex or shows or describes inventions other than that claimed by Applicant." 
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Where as here, though the Examiner cites sections of a 991 page reference (page count 
according to Ama2on.com), the reference can clearly be presumed to be "complex" and 
describing a lot of subject matter, Furthermore, where the cited sections themselves are up to 
twenty four pages and are each cited for multiple features, the Examiner clearly has not cited to a 
particular part of the reference "as nearly as practicable*" As a result, Applicant cannot be 
considered to be properly on notice as to what is the rejection. 

The Examiner has clearly failed to comply with 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2), and the rejection 
based on [Fedorov98] is improper and should be withdrawn for at least this reason. 

VTL CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted, as [Fedorov98] is understood by Applicant without the 
benefit of specific designations by the Examiner, that [Fedorov98] does not disclose each and 
every feature recited in the rejected claims. Applicant has specifically pointed out, using the 
language of the claims, how the cited portions of [Fedorov9S] do not disclose particular features 
recited in the claims. 

It is once again additionally respectfully submitted that the Examiner has failed to 
comply with 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2), and Applicant respectfully renews the request for a more 
specific designation of the portions of [Fedorov98] relied upon in rejecting the claims, in the 
event the Examiner does not allow the application* 

Applicant respectfully requests that the anticipation rejection over [Fedorov98] be 
overturned and that the application be passed to allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 




Alan S- Hodes 
Reg. No. 38,185 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(650) 961-8300 
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VIE APPENDIX OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-25 (Cancelled) 

26. (Previously Presented) A method of processing a custom action tag in a Web Page to 
provide a tag library extension that cm be used to implement a tag library supporting multiple 
scripting languages, said custom action tag providing textual instructions for perfo rming actions 
in said Web Page, said custom action tag being capable of customization to perform customized 
actions and including a start-tag and an end-tag, said custom action tag being further capable of 
having a body between said start-tag and said end-tag, said method comprising; 

providing, for said custom action tag, a tag-handler object that represents a run-time 
representation of said custom action tag, said tag-handier object including: 

a do-start method for processing said start-tag of said custom action tag, 
a do-body method for processing said body of said custom action tag, and 
a do- end method for processing of said end-tag of said custom action tag; 
invoking said do-start method of said tag-handler object to process said start-tag of said 
custom action tag, wherein said do-start method determines: 
whether the custom action tag has a body, and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method 
determines that said custom action tag has a body; 

invoking said do-body method of said tag-handler object when said invoking of said do- 
start method determines that there is a need to process said body of said custom action tag; 

processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, said body of said custom 
action tag, to translate said body from a first scripting language to platform independent code 
that can be executed to perform actions intended by said custom action tag; 

determining by said do-body method of said tag-handler object whether further 
processing is required to translate the body from a first scripting language to platform 
independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended by said custom action tag 
when said processing has been performed by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, 

repeating said processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, when said 
do-body method of said tag-handler object determines that further processing is required; and 

invoking said do-end method of said tag-handler object when said do-body method 
determines that no further processing is required, wherein said do-end method processes said 
end-tag of said custom action tag. 
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27. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 26, wherein said method further 
comprises: 

creating at runtime when said platform independent code is to be executed, by said tag- 
handler, one or more objects that said Web Page requires; 

storing at runtime when said platform independent code is to be executed, by said tag- 
handler at runtime, said one or more created objects into a pageContext object, thereby allowing 
the one or more objects to be retrieved at runtime. 

28. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 26, 

wherein said invoking of said do-start method of said tag-handler object provides said do- 
start method with one or more attribute values associated with said custom action tag, and 
wherein said method further comprises; 

providing a page context object that provides runtime data including run-time 
values for one or more attributes associated with said custom action tag; and 

interacting, by said do-start method, with said page context object to perform 
appropriate functionality with respect to said attribute values. 

29. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 26, wherein said processing of said 
custom action tag by said do-body method comprises; 

evaluating said body of said custom action tag as a stream of bytes that can be 
represented as a body-evaluation object, said body-evaluation object providing an abstraction 
from various scripting languages that can be used to implement said custom action tag. 

30. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 29, wherein a body-evaluation 
object is implemented using a buffer. 

3 1 . (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 29, wherein said evaluating of said 
custom action tag by said do-body method further comprises; 

providing said do-body method with said body-evaluation object; 
determining by said do-body method whether to insert said stream of bytes into another 
stream of bytes; 
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inserting, by said do-body method, said stream of bytes into another stream of bytes, 
when said do-body method determines that said stream of bytes should be inserted into another 
stream of bytes; and 

converting, by said do-body method, said stream of bytes to a string when said do-body 
method determines that said stream of bytes should not be inserted into another stream of bytes. 

32. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 3 1 , wherein said do-end method: 
facilitates cleanup and update of said context page; and 

determines whether further processing is required for another custom action tag. 

33. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 26, wherein the do-body method of 
said tag-handler object comprises: 

a do-init-body method that operates to initialize and pre-process a body-evaluation object 
that provides an abstraction from a scripting language used to implement said custom action tag; 
and 

a do-after-body method the operates to evaluate said body-evaluation object at least once 
to translate the body from a first scripting language to platform independent code that can be 
executed to perform the actions intended by said custom action tag. 

34. (Previously Presented) A method as recited in claim 26, wherein said Web Page is 
implemented on a server that supports a platform independent progr ammin g language. 

35. (Previously Presented) A computer readable media including computer program code for 
processing a custom action tag in a Web Page to provide a tag library extension that can be used 
to implement a tag library supporting multiple scripting languages, said custom action tag 
providing textual instructions for performing actions in said Web Page, said custom action tag 
being capable of customization to perform customized actions and including a start-tag and an 
end-tag, said custom action tag being further capable of having a body between said start-tag and 
said end-tag, said readable media comprising; 

computer program code for providing, for said custom action tag, a tag-handler object 
that represents a run-time representation of said custom action tag, said tag-handler object 
including: 

a do-start method for processing said start-tag of said custom action tag, 
a do-body method for processing said body of said custom action tag, and 
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a do-end method for processing of said end-tag of said custom action tag; 
computer program code for invoking said do-start method of said tag-handler object to 
process said start-tag of said custom action tag, wherein said do-start method determines: 

whether the custom action tag has a body, and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method 
determines that said custom action tag has a body; 

computer program code for invoking said do-body method of said tag-handler object 
. when said invoking of said do-start method determines that there is a need to process said body 

of said custom action tag; 

computer program code for processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler 
object, said body of said custom action tag, to translate said body from a first scripting language 
to platform independent code mat can be executed to perform actions intended by said custom 

action tag; 

computer program code for detennining by said do-body method of said tag-handler 
object whether further processing is required to translate the body from a first scripting language 
to platform independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended by said 
custom action tag when said processing has been performed by said do-body method of said tag- 
handler object, 

computer program code for repeating said processing, by said do-body method of said 
tag-handler object, when said do-body method of said tag-handler obj ect determines that further 

processing is required; and 

computer program code for invoking said do-end method of said tag-handler object when 
said do-body method determines that no further processing is required, wherein said defend 
method processes said end-tag of said custom action tag. 

36 (Previously Presented) A computer readable medium as recited in claim 35, 

wherein said invoking of said do-start method of said tag-handler obj ect provides said do- 
start method with one or more attribute values associated with said custom action tag, and 

wherein said computer readable medium further comprises: 

computer program code for providing a page context object that provides runtime 

data including run-time values for one or more attributes associated with said custom 

action tag; and 

computer program cede for interacting, by said do-start method, with said page 
context object to perform appropriate functionality with respect to said attribute values. 
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37. (Previously Presented) A computer readable medium as recited in claim 35, wherein said 
processing of said custom action tag by said do-body method comprises: 

evaluating said body of said custom action tag as a stream of bytes that can be 
represented as a body-evaluation object, said body-evaluation object providing an abstraction 
from various scripting languages that can be used to implement said custom action tag. 

38. (Previously Presented) A computer readable medium as recited in claim 37, wherein the 
body-evaluation object is implemented using a buffer. 

39. (Previously Presented) A computer readable medium as recited in claim 38, wherein said 
evaluating of said custom action tag by said do-body method further comprises: 

providing said do-body method with said body-evaluation object; 
determining by said do-body method whether to insert said stream of bytes into another 
stream of bytes; 

inserting, by said do-body method, said stream of bytes into another stream of bytes, 
when said do-body method determines that said stream of bytes should be inserted into another 
stream of bytes; and 

converting, by said do-body method, said stream of bytes to a string when said do-body 
method determines that said stream of bytes should not be inserted into another stream of bytes. 

40. (Previously Presented) A computer system for processing a custom action tag in a Web 
Page to provide a tag library extension that can be used to implement a tag library supporting 
multiple scripting languages, said custom action tag providing textual instructions for performing 
actions in said Web Page, said custom action tag being capable of customization, to perform 
customized actions and including a start-tag and an end-tag, said custom action tag being further 
capable of having a body between said start-tag and said end-tag, said computer system 
comprising; 

at least one central processing unit; 
memory; and 

a computer program operating on said at least one central processing unit, wherein said 
computer program is capable of: 

providing, for said custom action tag* a tag-handler object that represents a run-time 
representation of said custom action tag, said tag-handler object including: 
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a do-start method for processing said start-tag of said custom action tag, 
a do-body method for processing said body of said custom action tag, and 
a do-end method for processing of said end-tag of said custom action tag; 

invoking said do-start method of said tag-handler object to process said start-tag of said 

custom action tag, wherein said do-start method determines: 
whether the custom action tag has a body; and 

whether there is a need to process said body when said do-start method 
determines that said custom action tag has a body; 

invoking said do-body method of said tag-handler object when said invoking of said do- 
start method determines that there is a need to process said body of said custom action tag; 

processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, said body of said custom 
action tag, to translate said body from a first scripting language to platform independent code 
that can be executed to perform actions intended by said custom action tag; 

determining by said do-body method of said tag-handler object whether further 
processing is required to translate the body from a first scripting language to platform 
independent code that can be executed to perform the actions intended by said custom action tag 
when said processing has been performed by said do-body method of said tag-handler object; 

repeating said processing, by said do-body method of said tag-handler object, when said 
do-body method of said tag-handler object determines that further processing is required; and 

invoking said do-end method of said tag-handler object when said do-body method 
determines that no further processing is required, wherein said do-end method processes said 
end-tag of said custom action tag. 

41. (Previously Presented) A computer system as recited in claim 40, wherein said Web 
Page is implemented on a server that supports a platform independent programming language. 

42. (Cancelled) 
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